A critical issue in the study of deviant behavior is the operational definition of the dependent variable. Such definitions are central not only to the process of measuring deviant phenomena, but also to the process of assigning meaning to data. The implications of this issue have been clearly drawn for the study of juvenile delinquency by Hirschi and Selvin who note that "how one defines delinquency determines in 'large part how one will explain delinquency." ' While a variety of empirical referents 2 have been employed in operational definitions, the major source of discussion and controversy has been the distinction between official and self-report indices of delinquency. Early studies employed operational definitions of delinquency that were coextensive with the availability of official data for arrests or court appearances among juveniles. 8 These and similar studies frequently reported inverse relationships between social class and juvenile delinquency which prompted theorists to explicate the conditions of lower-class life that dispose, if not constrain, toward delinquency. 4 The recognition that "official" rates of delinquency are as informative about the results of frequently arbitrary and inconsistent patterns of law enforcement as they are about delin- quent behavior has led to the increased employment of self-report measures of delinquency such as those pioneered by Nye and Short. 5 Studies using a self-report technique 6 have cast doubt upon the presumption of an inverse relationship between delinquency and social class, and have sharpened the distinction between delinquent behavior and delinquent behavior that has been responded to by official agents of social control. 7 While this distinction has increased concern for the processes of sanctioning and labelling, it has not resolved the issue of how to measure delinquency. Recent empirical research includes notable examples of both official 8 and self-reporting 9 measures of juvenile delinquency.
If the argument for rejecting self-report measures of delinquency is expediency or theoretical concern,' 0 resolution of the issue will Nye :O Expediency in this context refers to the greater availability of official reports and the necessity for collecting self-reported data for each research project undertaken. Theoretical concerns might exist if the labeling perspective was accepted and deviance was defined as that behavior reflect the professional perspective or bias of the individual researcher. However, if the argument is offered that variable conditions of the self-reporting process directly affect the amount and types of delinquency reported, then the issue is subject to empirical consideration. Specifically, it has been suggested that both the method of self-reporting (anonymous questionnaire versus interview) and the quality of respondent-researcher interaction can have serious consequences for the self-reporting process."
1 The present research offers empirical evidence bearing upon the question of whether different alternatives in the self-reporting methodology create a difference in the amount and type of delinquency reported. The context of the present findings is briefly elaborated in the following discussion of related methodological considerations.
QESTIONNAIRE VERSUS INTERVIEW METHODS OF SELF-REPORTING
The issue of the relative merits of questionnaire and interview methods of self-reporting delinquency has been forcefully joined by Gold who argued that such distinctions in methodology have had implications for the apparent relationship between social class and delinquent behavior.' 2 Gold argues that higher status respondents to a self-administered questionnaire tend to report more non-chargeable offenses, thereby negating the expected inverse relationship between social class and delinquent behavior. Gold suggests that interviewing partially mitigates this problem by assuring the interviewer that the behavior being reported is, indeed, delinquent behavior. Voss argued that the conclusion could not be drawn that the method of self-reporting was principally responsible for findings of "no relationship" between social status and delinquency,' 3 inasmuch as Slocum and Stone had utilized interviews and had similarly discov- A recent study by Bowers provides some data on the question of anonymity.
30 Bowers' i-esearch design provided for three distinct lev-"els of anonymity: (1) Guaranteed Anonymity: wherein respondents were specifically requested 22 There is some confusion in the literature between the terms anonymity and confidentiality. There is a question in most research designs of Whether true anonymity can ever be assured. In 1nost instances it is only guaranteed that the data Will be treated in a confidential manner which preumably assures the anonymity of the respondent. not to sign their questionnaires; (2) Voluntary Identification: wherein respondents could choose to sign or not sign their questionnaires; and (3) Mandatory Identification: wherein respondents were specifically requested to sign the questionnaires. Bowers found that less serious cheating offenses were more often reported by those who received "Guaranteed Anonymity." However, more serious cheating offenses were less often reported under conditions of "Guaranteed Anonymity" than under conditions of "Voluntary Identification." The author concluded that perhaps the request of respondents not to sign their questionnaires created a sense of apprehension for serious cheaters. Unfortunately, there has been little research directed to an examination of the differences in data collected by questionnaire and interview techniques within the same research setting. A conference held at Syracuse University to discuss the methodological problems encountered in self-report techniques concluded that it was vital that systematic comparisons from interviews and questionnaires be undertaken.
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The comparisons that do exist neither involve delinquent behavior nor provide definitive results. McDonough and Rosenblum, 3 3 as well as Gibson and Hawkins, 3 4 suggest that little difference exists in the responses to questionnaires and interviews when the items are not "threatening" and require little in the way of "personal revelation." The data on responses to "threatening" items are less consistent. Whereas Cannell and Fowler 3 5 report that the type of data collection has no effect, both Young 36 and Ellis 3 7 provide evidence which 31 This issue is related also to the characteristics of the researcher who is collecting the data. In the present research both "hip" and "straight" data collectors were used in an attempt to address this issue. In brief, existing comparisons of questionnaire and interview techniques of self-reporting are neither extensive nor conclusive. Moreover, the research providing an explicit comparison of the two techniques does not involve deviant behavior. Indeed, there appears to be no study which compares the two data gathering techniques for delinquent behavior.
INTERVIEWER INTERACTION EFFECTS
A corollary question raised in discussing the method of eliciting valid self-report information is that of the interaction between the respondent and the researcher. While it appears that such interaction effects should be greater in the interview as opposed to the questionnaire situation, Cannell and Fowler have noted that the issue is salient for both methodologies since both methods usually require some contact between the researcher and respondent. Existing research on interviewer effects suggests that responses are in some measure effected by: the friendliness of the interviewer ;3 the social distance between the interviewer and respondent;40 and the threat which the interviewer represents to the respondent. 41 Hardt and Bodine have reported on a study by James Coleman wherein high school students admitted significantly higher participation rates for smoking and drinking when the questionnaires were administered by a teenage girl than when the administrator was an adult male social scientist. 43 These results suggest that if the interviewer is less threatening, the respondents are more likely to report deviant behavior. 'In general, the Syracuse Conference concluded that the entire question of interviewer interaction effects was one that required additional empirical research-a need which the present research will attempt to address.
THE PRESENT STUDY
The purpose of this study is to provide empirical evidence that is currently unavailable in discussions of self-reporting methodologies for research in deviant behavior. Specifically, a review of existing literature suggests that while there has been much debate concerning the relative merits of questionnaire versus interview formats for self-reporting, there has been no systematic comparison of findings generated by the two methods within a single research setting. The present study partially addresses this issue. That is, the study will determine whether two random samples of college students report significantly different participatiory in delinquent activity when responding to an interview as opposed to a self-administered checklist.
In addition, this study will consider the question of whether self-reporting of delinquent behavior is affected by the appearance of the investigator at the time of the interview or administration of the questionnaire. Specifically, there will be a comparison of delinquent admissions made in the presence of two types of investigators: straight, conservative, middle-class and "hip," "radical," "freaky."
It has been hypothesized that no significant differences will be found in the frequency of delinquent activity admitted by respondents to interview and self-administered checklists. Furthermore, no significant differences will be found in the frequency of delinquent activity :admitted by respondents to "straight" as op-:posed to "hip" investigators.
METHOD
Data for the present study were generated as -part of a larger study concerned with a variety -of research questions dealing with respondent -perceptions of the law and crime, as well as :admissions of their own criminal activities.
44
*The total number of respondents represent 82 -per cent of an original 3 per cent random sam--pie (stratified by school year) of the undergraduate population in a Southeastern -university. 45 Potential respondents were randomly assigned to five interviewers and were also ran--domly assigned (for each interviewer) into either an interview or checklist format. No -decisions were made by the interviewers at the time of data collection concerning which formaat would be used. The interviewers made the initial contact by phone. They used a carefully Tehearsed procedure in requesting the student to participate in the study. The interviewer :and the respondent met in a setting designed to maximize privacy and comfort. After assuring the respondent of anonymity, 46 the interviewer asked the student several demographic questions. Upon completion of these questions, one of the following procedures was followed for the purpose of securing self-reports of the respondent's delinquent or criminal activity.
In the first procedure a checklist containing eight criminal or delinquent offenses, ranging in seriousness from underage drinking to grand larceny was handed to each respondent in the "checklist group." The checklist asked the following questions for each offense: 4"For a further discussion of the sampling procedure, see Waldo & Chiricos, supra note 44. 46 Although the instructions read to the subjects gave assurances of anonymity, it is obvious that confidentiality would have been the more accurate term to use. many people are you generally with when you do this? Having completed the checklist, the respondent was allowed to inspect the questionnaire and a postage-paid envelope for any identifying characteristics. After the completion of the remainder of the interview, the respondent, at his discretion, mailed the complete interview and checklist to the researchers. Respondents were told prior to beginning the checklist that they would be permitted to do this.
In the second procedure a checklist containing the aforementioned questions was read to each respondent in an interview format, and the responses to the self-report items were recorded by the interviewer. The self-report checklist always remained in the interviewer's possession.
It should be noted that in both situations the respondent was verbally assured of the anonymity of his responses. The crucial difference lies in the fact that in the checklist format, the respondent could prevent the interviewer from seeing his responses on the checklist. Consequently, the respondent had the opportunity to anonymously mail the checklist, along with the remainder of the interview, to the researchers. In the interview format, delinquencies were reported directly to the investigator, and total anonymity may have seemed less assured to the respondents.
The interviews were conducted by five white, male undergraduate students at the university. Each had been exposed to a week-long training period devoted to the techniques of interviewing, and each had constructively participated in the development, pre-testing and revisions of the interview schedules. While the five interviewers varied somewhat in terms of academic factors and social background, it was felt that the principal and most visible differences among them were their appearance and dress. Three of the interviewers dressed conservatively and wore closely trimmed hair. This group is referred to as the "straight" or "conservative" interviewers in subsequent discussions. Two of the interviewers wore their hair at shoulder length and consistently dressed in jeans or cut-offs with sandals or sneakers. One of the two wore granny glasses, while the other had a moustache in addition to his long curly hair. This pair is referred to as "1974 the "hip" or "radical" interviewers in the following analysis. 47 It is impossible to determine which of the two types of interviewers should be regarded as "more threatening," if indeed either could be so. regarded. On the one hand, one might argue that the "hip" interviewers would appear more deviant, and may be therefore less threatening in a situation wherein admissions of deviance'are being made. On the other hand, for some respondents on a predominantly conservative campus, the neat, conservative interviewers may appear more compatible and 'less socially distant than the "hip" or "radical" interviewers.
It is recognized that in terms of the possible variation in the appearance of interviewers that a small proportion of the range is included among the five interviewers in this study. Obvious restrictions are in terms of age, race, and sex since the interviewers are very homogenous in these respects. Because of the nature of the study, we had little control over these factors. However, since it was impossible to include sub-categories from all of the relevant characteristics, it is best that these factors remain constant. With a predominantly white college population, the age and race restrictions would be those that most closely match respondents and data collectors. The fact that there were no female interviewers was accidental and perhaps unfortunate, but since the data being collected had minimal sexual overtones, this may not be a serious liability.
The data have been analyzed in contingency tables, with measures of self-reported delinquency dichotomized to reflect whether the respondent had committed the act within the past year.
48 Chi-square tests for statistical signifi- 47 The labels of "hip" and "straight" as applied in this study might be disputed by those who have studied more extreme groups of deviants. These terms are used only in a relative sense to connote different sides of the liberal-conservative continuum among college students. The student population in this study would be considered on the conservative side of this continuum and consequently the interviewers considered "hip" on this campus might be "moderate" or "straight" in a different context. 48 The offense variables were dichotomized due to the nature of the data. When asked for the frequency of committment of a particular offense, a significant proportion could only provide answers such as "yes," "occasionally" or "frequently." It cance and contingency coefficients for a measure of association have been computed. Table 1 summarizes the results of contingency analyses involving type of checklist administration and admission of delinquent activity within the past year for eight offenses. The percentage of respondents admitting to a particular activity within the past year is. shown for both interview and checklist formats of the self-reporting process along with chisquare values and contingency coefficients. It can be observed in Table 1 that for seven of the eight offenses, checklist self-reports elicited a higher rate of admitted delinquency than interview self-reports. For the remaining offense (fighting) equivalent rates of delinquency were reported in both formats. However, despite the consistent direction of findings in Table 1 , there is no instance wherein the differences produced was felt that since these responses could not be accurately translated into frequencies, and because they represented a significant proportion of respondents admitting to the behavior, it would be better to dichotomize in this fashion rather than to use frequencies.
FINDINGS
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It is interesting to note that the offense category which reflected the greatest difference by type of self-reporting format was marijuana use. This is not surprising, inasmuch as the remaining offense categories involve behaviors which were not, for a student population, the subject of on-going surveillance and investigation by law enforcement agencies. Indeed, in the months surrounding the data collection, drug arrests among university students were relatively frequent and highly publicized. Thus, if a respondent was apprehensive about revealing delinquent behavior, and if interview selfreports were actually more threatening, it is reasonable to expect the greatest self-reporting reluctance to be manifested for drug related offenses.
Having discovered no statistically significant differences in the rates of delinquent admissions produced by written and oral self-reports, the possibility was explored that greater differences might be elicited within categories of certain respondent characteristics. In this regard, several variables have been cited as potentially relevant. These include the respondent's level of education, 4 9 sex, 50 social class 51 and intelligence.
5 2 Each of these variables were separately controlled and the relationship between the self-reporting format and criminal offenses was examined within the sub-categories of each variable. None of these tables produced significant differences in the rates of admitted delinquency elicited by interview and checklist format. States: 1950 -1960 , 47 SOCIAL FORCES 158 (1968 .
52 Because of the nature of the self-reporting data collection process, it was impossible to obtain a measure of intelligence such as IQ. Consequently, grade point average was used in this study. 53 The tables for such computations were con- 
The second principal question addressed by this research concerns the impact of "straight" versus "hip" interviewers on the rates of admitted delinquency. Table 2 summarizes the results of contingency analyses and explores this issue for the eight aforementioned offenses. For all eight offenses, the "hip" or "radical" interviewers received a greater percentage of delinquency admissions than the "straight" or "conservative" interviewers. Two offenses (underage drinking and petty larceny) were significant at the .001 level and grand larceny was significant at the .01 level. These data would suggest that type of interviewer may have consequences for the self-reporting process.
To further examine the possible interviewer effects on the self-reporting process, the relationship between type of interviewer and selfreported delinquent behavior was examined within the interview and checklist formats. It was surmised that if the "hip" interviewer elicited more self-reported delinquent acts, the effect would be greater in the interview adminissidered too cumbersome to reproduce in this paper. They are available, on request, from the authors. tration than in the checklist. The data exploring this question are examined in Table 3 . In comparing the relationships between the criminal offenses and interview type for both modes of checklist administration, it is observed that while none of the relationships are generally very great, the association is stronger in the checklist format than in the interview format. This is directly opposite to what had been expected.
Although there are no data which adequately explain this finding, it might be suggested that in an oral administration a skeptical respondent will not be as assured of anonymity as he might be in a written format. This might hold true no matter how non-threatening the interviewer happens to be. Given the fact that the checklist was in the interviewer's hands at all times, and that the interviewer necessarily had to know the respondent's name in order to contact him, the assurance of anonymity might lose much of its face validity. However, in the written administration, the respondent was permitted to mail in his questionnaire when he completed it. The claim of anonymity through confidentiality in the written administration was somewhat more believable than it was in the oral administration. Therefore, for the skeptical respondent, the type of interviewer might have more effect in the written administration since the respondent has a greater opportunity for believing in the assurance of anonymity.
CONCLUSION
The present research posited two methodological question concerning the administration of delinquency self-report instruments. The first was whether there would be any difference in the number of respondents who admitted to delinquent behavior when compared by whether the data were collected by an interview or by a written checklist. The results indicated that there was no statistically significant difference between the responses to the two types of administration. 54 On the basis of these findings, it could be suggested that the issue of whether a researcher employing a self-report instrument should administer it orally or in a written manner, is not a crucial question. Unfortunately, the present research provided no external validation and, therefore, a recommendation of which method will elicit more valid responses cannot be offered. Since the two groups were 54 However, the data did consistently indicate that respondents who were allowed to record their own answers tended to report more offenses than did those who had verbally responded to the checklist. Perhaps one might interpret this trend as indicating that there might be some difference, albeit, not a statistically significant one. randomly selected, however, and no differences in the percentage reporting criminal acts were apparent, there is no reason to assume that one technique is any more valid than the other.
The second question addressed by this research was whether the type of interviewer would have an effect on the subject's responses. It was determined that for three offense categories, the type of interviewer did have an effect. Furthermore, the interviewer effect was greater in the checklist administration than in the interview administration. These findings might be interpreted as an indication that a non-threatening interviewer will have greater influence on the response rate when the assurance of anonymity is perceived as being valid.
There are at least four issues raised by the present study which serve as suggestions for future research. One limitation of this project was the absence of a true questionnaire group to compare with the interview group and the self-administered checklist group. A questionnaire group was considered in the design of the original project and pragmatic considerations prevented the inclusion of this category in the study. Unless considerable resources are available for a follow-up study on mailed questionnaires, there are obvious problems in the biased sample obtained by those who return questionnaires versus those who do not. In addition, most forms of follow-up studies require either open or surreptitious knowledge of who has returned a questionnaire and who has not. This creates problems relating to anonymity and confidentiality of the data.
A second issue concerns the homogeneity represented in the typical college student sample. In order to properly address the questions being raised in this study, a random sample of a larger and more representative population would be desirable. It is unrealistic to anticipate that there could be a generalization from a student group to the larger community in regard to the questions addressed in this study.
A third issue concerns the relative homogeneity of the interviewers in the present study. As noted earlier, there are several major demographic characteristics which did not vary among the interviewers. These characteristics would include such factors as race, sex and age. Within a limited sample there are obvious advantages in having these factors constant. However, there are a multitude of research questions that could be examined if a study could be of sufficient scope to vary some of these variables and examine different combinations of characteristics.
A fourth qeustion raised by this study is the necessity of assessing the external validity of the responses. Although such a design would be difficult, it is essential that systematic comparisons similar to the one presented in this study be combined with a method of checking the validity of the responses. It is only through such research that delinquency researchers will be able to assess the methods of collecting self-report data and increase the validity of the findings of their studies.
